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Remarks 

The Rejection of Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 Under 35 USC §103^ 

Claims 1-3, 5 and 6 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as unpatentable over the device 
described in paragraph [0002] of the instant application, in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,234,290 
("Drexl"). 

Applicants courteously submit that Primary Examiner Bonck has stated errors in fact by 
asserting that the devices disclosed by Drexl and paragraph [0002], in combination, render 
obvious a friction clutch having a pressure relief device that is operated by an outside actuator, as 
claimed in the instant application. 

Claim 1 of the instant application recites a drivetrain comprising a friction clutch for 
decoupling a transmission from an internal combustion engine where a hydraulic line between 
the master cylinder and the slave cylinder is a pressure relief device that sets back a pressure 
applied between the master cylinder and the slave cylinder when actuated , wherein the pressure 
relief device is operable by the driver via an actuating device . On page 6, third paragraph, 
through page 7, first paragraph, of the Request for Reconsideration of March 2, 2006 (the 
Reply), Applicants show that Drexl does not disclose a pressure relief device that is operable by 
a driver via an actuating device as recited in Applicants' Claim 1. However, in the Advisory 
Action, page 2, item #11, Examiner Bonck asserts that in Drexl, a driver operating actuator 62 
can apply sufficient pressure to cause operation of the pressure relief device. Applicants 
acknowledge that according to Drexl, when a sufficient pressure exists within the pneumatic 
system, the pressure relief valve is operated, i.e., the overload protection circuit relieves excess 
pressure. However, clutch pedal 62 may be actuated without activating the overload protection 
circuit, e.g., insufficient pressure within the pneumatic system to operate the pressure relief 
valve. 

Assuming arguendo that Drexl teaches an actuator as asserted by Examiner Bonck' s, 

which it does not, Drexl still fails to identify a structure controlled by the driver that actuates a 

pressure relief device from outside of the hydraulic circuit . Moreover, on page 6 and 7 of the 

Reply, Applicants show that Drexl only discloses an overload protection circuit that is affected 
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by pressure changes in the system. The overload protection circuit in Drexl cannot be directly 
operated by a driver via an actuating device. Additionally, the overload protection circuit 
disclosed by Drexl is inside the hydraulic circuit and comes into operation due to pressure 
changes in the hydraulic circuit. Furthermore, the structure disclosed by Drexl is not equivalent 
to the pressure relief device recited in Claim 1 of the instant application, which is directly 
operated by a driver via an actuating device. Specifically, the pressure relief device recited in 
Claim 1 is actuated by the driver, regardless of the pressure within the hydraulic circuit. 
Applicants also show on page 7 of the Reply that Drexl teaches a pressure relief valve that is 
inside the hydraulic circuit to limit the force at the end of activation travel, which is merely an 
approach for limiting excess pressure. However, the claimed pressure relief device is designed 
to avoid emergency states if an actuator should fail. It is argued on page 7 of the Reply that 
excess pressure is not limited by the pressure relief device recited in Claim 1, but the claimed 
pressure relief device has the capability of setting the pressure to zero in an emergency. This is 
not capable with the pressure relief device taught in Drexl. 

In the Final Action, Examiner Bonck asserts that paragraph [0002] describes a clutch that 
is disengaged in the force-free state of the clutch and that Drexl describes a pressure relief 
device. Thus, Examiner Bonck asserts, it would have been obvious to combine the references, 
since there is a motivation to protect against excess pressure in this type of system. However, 
the pressure relief device recited in Claim 1 of the instant application is activated by the driver 
not by excess pressure . 

Furthermore, on page 6 of the Reply Applicants show that Drexl does not disclose a 

clutch that is disengaged in a force-free state of the clutch. Applicants courteously assert this is 

because it is impossible to actuate a clutch which is disengaged in a force-free state with a clutch 

pedal. Moreover, the overload-protection circuit of Drexl works only in conjunction with a 

manually operated clutch that is activated by pressure changes caused by the pushing of the 

clutch pedal. The pressure relief device of Drexl would not operate with the clutches described in 

paragraph [0002] because such clutches can disengage in a force-free state. Therefore, even if 

the pressure relief device recited in Claim 1 was equivalent to the overload-protection circuit of 
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Drexl, the combination of a pressure relief device with a clutch that is disengaged in a force-free 
state would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art. 

In order to establish a prima facie case of obviousness, the references, alone or in 
combination, must teach all the elements of the rejected independent Claim 1, which they do not. 
Neither Drexl nor paragraph [0002] teach a clutch with a pressure relief device that sets back a 
pressure applied between the master cylinder and the slave cylinder when actuated, and that is 
operable by a driver via an actuating device. Additionally, since Claim 1 is non-obvious in view 
of the cited references, due to missing elements, it necessarily follows that Claims 2, 3, 5 and 6 
are also non-obvious in view of Drexl and paragraph [0002], due to their dependency from Claim 
1. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 1-3, 5 and 6 under 35 USC § 103(a) is 
appropriate and respectfully requested. 

The Rejection of Claims 8-1 1 and 13 under 35 USC § 103(a) 

Additionally in the Final Action, Claims 8-11 and 13 were rejected under 35 USC 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over the device described in paragraph [0002] in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 6,234,290 ("Drexl") as applied to Claims 1-6 above, and in further view of U.S. 
Patent No. 3,352,392 ("Black"). 

Applicant's arguments regarding Claims 8-11 and 13 are presented on page 8 of the 
Reply. As stated supra, paragraph [0002] and Drexl fail to teach all of the elements of 
Applicants' Claim 1. Nor do paragraph [0002] and Drexl suggest all of the limitations of Claim 
1. Hence, Claim 1 and all claims dependent therefrom, i.e., Claims 8-11 and 13, are patentable 
over paragraph [0002] and Drexl. Since Black fails to cure the defects of paragraph [0002] and 
Drexl, specifically, the teaching of a pressure relief valve that is directly operable by a driver via 
an actuator, Claims 8-1 1 and 13 are patentable over paragraph [0002] and Drexl, in further view 
of Black. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 8-1 1 and 13 under 35 USC §103(a) 
is appropriate and respectfully requested. 
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The Rejection of Claims 8, 14 and 16-18 

Claims 8, 14 and 16-18 were rejected under 35 USC § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
the device described in paragraph [0002] in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,234,290 ("Drexl") as 
applied to Claims 1-6, and in further view of U.S. Patent No. 4,632,234 ("Bardoll"). 

Applicant's arguments regarding Claims 8, 14 and 16-18 are presented on page 9 of the 
Reply. As stated supra, paragraph [0002] and Drexl fail to teach all of the elements of 
Applicants' Claim 1. Nor do paragraph [0002] and Drexl suggest all of the limitations of Claim 
1. Hence, Claim 1 and all claims dependent therefrom, i.e., Claims 8-11 and 13, are patentable 
over paragraph [0002] and Drexl. Since Bardoll fails to cure the defects of paragraph [0002] and 
Drexl, specifically, the teaching of a pressure relief valve that is directly operable by a driver via 
an actuator, Claims 8, 14 and 16-18 are patentable over paragraph [0002] and Drexl, in further 
view of Bardoll. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of Claim 8, 14 and 16-18 under 35 
USC § 103(a) is appropriate and respectfully requested. 

Conclusion 

For all the above reasons outlined above, Applicant respectfully submits that the claims 
are patentable over the cited references and in condition for allowance, which action courteously 
requested. 


Respectfully submitted, 
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